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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The basic educational goal for the gifted individual
--as for any student--is to develop his abilities and
interests in ways consonant with his self-fulfillment
and t~1e interests of society. The problem which
educational planners face, therefore, is one of
finding the best means for providing appropriate
educational experiences which will contribute toward
this end. Not all experiences are of equal value;
neither are they all of identical effectiveness in
developing potential in desired directions. As in all
educational undertakings choices have to be made

(23:193).
Educators seemingly cannot agree as to which organizational
plan for instruction of gifted children will provide opportunities that enhance optimum development.

Controversy con-

cerning the means for doing this is sometimes acrimonious.
Organized attempts at special education are very old.
Plato devised a scheme for those who passed qualifying tests.
Those who qualified would be classified in upper groups and
receive training for leadership through the study of
science, philosophy, and metaphysics.

Provisions for gifted

children in American schools began with efforts to speed up
programs for these children by acceleration in the St. Louis
Public Schools, 1868.

In 1900, Bativia, New York, fore-

runners of special class arrangements, provided a special
teacher in the same room with a regular teacher.

The pur-

pose was to provide individual instruction for bright
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children.

A short time later San Francisco modified the

Bativia plan by having the gifted report individually to
special teachers who handled selected projects with them.
In 1930, there were special schools or classes in forty
cities of twenty-three states (11:188-190).
From these beginnings hundreds of programs have developed across the nation, each one different in some aspect.

Many of these programs have failed to use general

data available from studies of the gifted.

Each program

has gone in its own direction without evaluating previous
educational effort.

Programs tend to concentrate on one as-

pect of education, usually the academic--or sometimes one
aspect of the academic (11:192).

Many adaptations are

quantitive, causing gifted children to cover more subject
matter rather than different subject matter, or, the same
subject matter by a different method.

Programs have been

piecemeal with little continuity or transferability from
community to community or even from school to school in the
same community.
Regardless of the organizational patterns, that
gifted children will achieve more than non-gifted is obvious, but, whether they achieve more as a result of acertain program has not been apparent (12:7).

Gifted children

should be expected to achieve many educational objectives to
a greater degree than their less gifted peers and may be ex-
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pected to reach a given level of understanding and skill at
an earlier age.

Nevertheless, modern programs tend to dis-

regard this common knowledge and develop in isolation,
usually patterned on single or narrow convictions.

They

adhere somewhat to one or another of the patterns tried in
the early 1900 1 s.
Essentially, all programs are enrichment programs.
They are designed to provide for individual work, for differentiated assignments, for greater depth of learning, or
for more rapid pace.

Each seeks to enrich by providing more

or different learning opportunities.

For practical purposes

programs can be categorized into the following three classifications:

(1) enrichment within the regular classroom, (2)

acceleration, and (3) segregation.
The purpose of this paper then shall be to review
research concerning these organizational patterns to ascertain their educational benefits.

I.
Enrichment.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

This term refers to the program de-

signed to keep a student within his regular classroom and
develop wider and deeper feelings about nearly any topic of
study.

It can be an enriched curriculum or enriched

learning experience.
Acceleration.

A program designed to advance a stu-

dent through the usual pattern of age-level-grades or to
advance subject matter at a rate that exceeds normal.
Segregation.

This program is designed to keep a stu-

dent at his normal age-level-grade but group him with his
peers in a special class or school.

It is most commonly

employed on a part-time basis and referred to as a "special
class" or partial segregation.

It's purpose is to provide

more breadth and depth of selected curriculum.

CHAPTER II
EDUCATION.AL RESULTS OF ENRICHMENT
Due to conflicting opinions rather than conflicting
evidence, educators have devised programs of enrichment
within the classroom.

However, it is really improper to

consider enrichment as if it were a special plan.
adjustments are for the purpose of enrichment.

All the

Neverthe-

less, enrichment, in educational jargon, has come about to
mean enrichment in the classroom.

One should also note

that skillful, competent teachers employed this "new" plan
for years.
Baldouf (1:181-182) compared ninety-five students who
were provided with enrichment within their classroom to a
control group.

Both groups were tested and retested at an

eight month interval with standardized achievement tests and
compared with mean results.

He concluded that normal

achievements of mentally advanced students is not adversely
affected by curriculum enrichment.

It should be noted that

the teachers of the experimental group were given special
training.

In a similar study, but more controlled and con-

cerning fourth, fifth, and sixth grades, an evaluation in
terms of individual achievement gains found mean gains in
favor of the experimental group (22:24).

However, no tests

of significance were administered for mean gains.
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Danielson (5:620-21) found a higher level of achievement
in her study concerning a situation in which there was no
grouping but more varied and extensive reading provided
within her classroom.
The common opinion supporting enrichment, that the
gifted will not be rejected by their peers since they are
not isolated from them, is reversed by Mann's (19:200) research.

He found some indication that in a heterogeneous

situation the gifted are more rejected by those of low intelligence.
Available research concerning this program is rather
limited, although administrators and teachers have been
found to favor enrichment (11:216).

This could be an in-

dication that those in leadership roles avoid the complex
plans of evaluating their programs.

This also could be an

avoidance of plans and preparation required of segregation
or acceleration due to cost, facilities, and materials.
However, the above studies only support achievement and not
other objectives of gifted child programs as mentioned
earlier (see Chapter I, page 3).

One must consider, however,

that this type of program could result in more self-direction
and critical thinking of students when one considers the
teaching situation, but research fails to substantiate this
conjecture.

CHAPTER III
EDUCATIONAL RESULTS OF ACCELERATION
Terman (31:226), after a brilliant study, advocated
complete acceleration of the very gifted child.

He further

recommends that acceleration of no less than one year and
probably no more than two is the most satisfactory procedure
for bright youngsters.

His thesis asserts gifted people

reach their productive peak in their late twenties, yet,
professional people are not able to support themselves until
their middle twenties and are entering on careers at a point
late for their own satisfaction and late for the betterment
of society.

Many educators reject Terman's recommendations

on the premise that social and emotional disorders result
from acceleration (13:4-5).
Engle (9:538-539), Herr (15:45), Shannon (29:372),
Walkins (33:272-273), and Wilson (35:410) purport acceleration as not adversely affecting social and emotional
behavior.

With rather conclusive evidence, particularly

Shannon's review of research, they support acceleration as
an excellent means.

However, these studies were concerned

with secondary students rather than elementary students,
except Wilkins, who found that achievement of secondary students, having experienced acceleration in elementary school,
was not adversely affected.
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Early admission into school bas been another method
of acceleration.

Hobson (17:312-321) conducted a study in

which children were admitted into school up to nine months
younger than ordinary admission age and were very successful.

A follow-up study indicated that these children were

academically superior and physically indistinguishable from
the older group at the end of the first year.

Throughout

their elementary school years they were less frequently
referred to school officials for emotional, social, and
personal maladjustment.

In a similar study of forty-three

children identified as mentally advanced, Birch (4:86-87)
found. an overwhelming majority making satisfactory school
adjustment in academic, social, and emotional areas.

A more

sophisticated investigation conducted by Worcester (36:28)
substantiates early aQmission as an excellent method.

Of

4,275 pupils in Nebraska, early entrants were found to be
superior in every quality rated or measured.

They were

higher in achievement, health, co-ordination, acceptance by
others, leadership, attitudes towards school, and emotional
development.

However the evidence may appear, there is a

common tendency to discount the success for early entrants
on the premise that, had these younger pupils entered school
a year later they would have performed at even higher levels.
Nevertheless, there is no evidence that early entrants will
be better adjusted if required to wait and join their chrono-
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logical age e;roup when their mental age is well beyond that
of the other members.

One also must consider that compar-

ability of mental age does not necessarily mean comparability
in intellectual functioning, i.e., a six-year old with a
mental age of nine does not think or behave like a nine-year
old with a mental age of nine (27:83).
Acceleration by rapid promotion has been shovm to
have some merit.

Engle (8:185-189), in a very early experi-

mental study, compared forty-six pupils who had been accelerated one to three semesters in elementary school with the
other one hundred and ten members of their high school
graduating class.

The accelerated students had received

better grades, attended college in greater proportion for a
period of time, received more college honors, and belonged
to more non-college social organizations.

Moreover, they

are said to have escaped educational, vocational, and social
handicaps.

Freehill states:

Accelerated elementary pupils perform more adequately when they reach high school, more often go to
college, receive more honors, participate in student
activities and have success in their vocations (11:208).
Acceleration which simply moves a child to a different place in a regular class does not provide adequate
education for the gifted.

In fact, rapid promotion may have

adverse results where students skip sequence.

However,

there appears to be no conclusive evidence purporting
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damaging effects by acceleration when in proper sequence.
It certainly will allow students to enter productive life
earlier, as Terman demands.
accelerate.

The question, then, is when to

CHAPTER IV
EDUCATIONAL RESULTS OF SEGREGATION
Some studies concerning homogeneous grouping of
gifted children indicates that superior achievement results
from pupil participation whether it be complete or partial
segregation.

Barbe and Norris (3:56-57) evaluated the

Cleveland program in which gifted children in the elementary
schools are completely segregated.

They concluded the pro-

gram children are more adequately mastering the material at
their grade level as evidenced by achievement tests.

A

follow-up study, in which Cleveland graduates evaluated
their experiences, found that forty-seven per cent were
enthusiastic and thirty-seven per cent approved with reservations.

The students expressed appreciation for the oppor-

tunity to express individuality and to study special subjects
but were concerned over lack of social contacts (2:62).
Martin (20:203) reported a more uniformly favorable opinion
on the part of both parents and students as compared to
Barbe's evaluation.

Dvorck and Rae (7:387) found that

segregated groups, in comparison to unsegregated groups of
first graders, had greater academic achievement in reading
but negative results in spelling.

In Hildreth 1 s (16:249-250)

investigation she found evidence, although not significant,
that achievement is on par with academic expectations for
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participating children.

However, she failed to state what

expectations were and how they were determined.
In other studies Ryan (26:288) compared experimental
and control groups in which a special free reading period
was provided for the experimental group.

Mean reading zains

·were compared and she concluded that the experimental group
was superior but without determining the significance of
the means.

Dunlop (6:135-137) conducted a follow-up study

of t,;•renty-three students who had experienced a partial
segregation :program during grades two to six.

When compared

to a control group at the end of the seventh grade, fourteen
students who had been in the program made the honor roll as
compared to four of the control group.
More carefully controlled studies appear to be more
conclusive.

In order to determine the merits of gifted

children participating in special classes, Portland conducted an experimental study.

Test scores revealed that the

experimental group made significant achievement gains over
the control for two years.

There was no evidence of social

or emotional problems (25:30-35).
A study of Major Work Group program in a Detroit
elementary school found that those pupils progressed
faster at their respective learning levels than pupils
in regular classes, participated equally in school
activities, held slightly more leadership positions and
were referred less frequently for help on emotional and
social problems. The prestige value attached to class
membership did result, however, in student rivalry
(10:209).
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An examination of the effects of special grouping on
scholastic achievement and personality development of
gifted pupils in four elementary schools and three
junior high schools indicated that the results were
generally favorable. Although the programs in the
schools differed, it was found that such grouping
tended to improve scholastic attainment, aided personality development, made it possible for the gifted to
have their specific educational needs met more adequately, and did not result in isolation from the rest
of the school (28:209).
With thoroughly supported statistical evidence Gage
(12:98-101) found that program students in Lincoln's
(Nebraska) Rapid Learner Program exhibited a higher rate of
achievement than control students who had not participated.
He also concluded that there were social and personal aspects benefiting both the gifted and non-cifted student.
An evaluation of a part-time special class in a Dade County
(Florida) elementary school concluded that the youngsters
so grouped evidenced better academic success than a comparable group in regular class.

Sociometric ratings among peers

were inconclusive (32:99).
Conclusive as the evidence may appear, other studies
conflict with some of the above mentioned conclusions.
Gray and Hollingworth 1 s (14:260-261) well executed and
significant evaluation of a partial segregation program
found no significant difference between the control and experimental group in terms of academic achievement.

In

support of this, Nelson and Carlson (21:12), after a three
year comprehensive study, concluded that special class place-

14
ment does not affect scores on standardized achievement
tests.

One should consider, however, that lack of definite

differences may be partly due to the use of standardized
achievement tests.

These generally measure accelerated

coverage but do not measure the development of greater depth
of understanding, critical thinking, and self directed
learning activities which should, if not, be specific objectives of any program (32:110).

Sumption (30:202) care-

fully matched groups and made a follow-up study to determine the effect of program groups as compared to non-program
groups.

Students who had been in the program had superior

academic records, read more serious books, were leaders in
more ore;anizations and practiced good health habits.

How-

ever, they failed to express a lceen interest in others.
T·wo familiar objections among educators concerning
groupine have been:

(1) ability groupin 0 tends to be detri-

mental to social development, and (2) differences among
individuals are more apparent in so called homogeneous
groups.

Studies sho1;r that tl1e division of a grade into two

ability groups ·will reduce the range in a group by fifteen
per cent to seventeen per cent (37:26).

This may seem small

but s}1ould not be underestimated since many teaching problems arise with a child who is extremely different from the
group.

Some studies seem to support grouping as being

detrimental to social development, others conflict.

It
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appears, at least to the w:riter, that this is more so during
public school years and not the case during college and/or
adult life.
objection?

And, do not the other benefits outweigh this

CHAPTER V
Sill'IMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
I

SUMMARY

That almost any special treatment of gifted children
appears to produce improved results is obvious.

However,

there appears to be little knowledge as to what the gifted
child is really interested in and what he is capable of
doing under optimum conditions.

Consider an experimental

situation, regardless of favorable outcome.

Can one

attribute the results completely to organizational pattern
and has it achieved its purpose?

Of course, this is a

philisophical view, but worth the effort of thought.
One must consider many factors in a critical analysis
of any program and not focus solely on organization.

Suc-

cessful organization is inevitably dependent upon size,
financial conditions, and socio-economic status of the
community, school facilities, competencies of the staff,
educational philosophy and objectives of the scr-ool, and
tradition.

Moreover, among the various programs no attempt

has been made to ascertain what conditions and factors make
one kind of plan superior to another.

For instance, what is

the relative effectiveness of acceleration vs. enrichment?
Nevertheless, educators have made progress in this area by
appraising and continuously questioning the merits of their
efforts.
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II

CONCLUSIONS

Assuming that in any organizational pattern intellectual, social, and. personal growth and development in breadth,
depth, and shortest length of time are general aims, the
following conclusions seem substantiated by significant
research.
1.

Enrichment in the regular classroom is the most
popular method.

It is simple to administer in

that it avoids complex organizational plans and
evaluation procedures.

Enrichment within the

classroom avoids selection and/or addition of
teachers, additional classrooms, facilities, and
materials.

Moreover, the cost is less.

This,

however, has possibilities in the elementary
school if the teaching load is substantially
lightened, modern learning tools available, and
flexibility is provided.

In most situations, the

cost for these provisions are prohibitive, therefore, it can easily degenerate into busy work.
Available research indicates that this plan is
inferior to other plans in terms of the criteria
mentioned.
2.

Acceleration:

This review indicates that expressed

fears associated with acceleration, other than
grade "skipping", do not bear out justification.
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The benefits gained by acceleration, particularly
with highly gifted, are worth the extra effort.
Viewing the intellectual results this appears to
be an excellent method.

The gifted develop

basic skills more rapidly and with less repetitive practice.

Proficiency in these skills is

necessary for further intellectual development.
Therefore, the gifted child should be accelerated in skills of observing, listening, reading,
writing, speaking, computing, and research.
Less :harm (if any at all) results from temporary
difficulties with chronologically older pupils
than the 101:::;-run d.am.age from consistent underachievement.

For the elementary schools-early

school entrance, accelerating the curriculum,
and extra courses seem most desirable.

3.

Segregation:

The two common opposing views to this

plan, i.e., results in poor social adjust:nent
and maJrns individual differences more apparent,
seemingly will not withstand the test of sophisticated research.

Moreover, would not a

competent teacher want to have differences more
apparent in small segregated groups?

As research

suggests, it is possible to pursue excellence and
still gain admiration from classmates.
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Segregation is obviously educationally sound.

III

RECOMMENDATIONS

It would seem that either acceleration or segregation,
or a combination of these is highly desirable.

A particu-

larly advantageous program would be that of partial segregation with an accelerated curriculum, yet, keeping children
with their age-level-grade.

However, to stay in their age

group is not necessary nor is it harmful to move one to two
years beyond.

This, of course, involves problems of great

difficulty for the whole school system, that of articulation
being most prominent.
Regardless of the problems, no administration should
seek the easy way out and carry a gifted child program in
name only.

It is recomnended that they base their program

on available evidence, structure it to fit their district
needs, and translate general goals into specific teaching
goals that can be appraised.
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